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Abstract 
The steady decline in the number of holdings and farmers in the EU has led to a distressing shortage of new farmers. 
Today, the European Union is consequently faced with a dual problem: the scarcity of new and consequently young 
farmers and the rapid ageing of the farmer population. Young farmers can bring new skills and energy, and a more 
professional management to the farming sector. Against the context of an ageing agricultural labour force, the future of 
the farmers’ profession must be ensured. Thus, European Unions’ Common Agricultural Policy pays particular attention 
to the decline in young farmers, having established different policy measures and motives for new entrants in agriculture. 
Support to the setting up of young farmers includes support to facilitate the initial establishment and the structural 
adjustment of their holding afterwards. This paper attempts to identify Greek new farmers’ perceptions about their 
participation in this policy measurement. For this reason a questionnaire was developed and distributed among young 
farmers participating in the measure 112 ‘Setting up of young farmers’ (Common Agricultural Policy, Pillar II), in order 
to explore their expectations, perceptions and their daily practices in the field. The survey took place in different regions 
in Greece during an educational course series designed for new farmers. In total 254 new farmers answered questions 
concerning economic, environmental and cultivation practices. 
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1. Introduction  
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has been a cornerstone of European Union (EU) policy related to 
farming and the rural areas since ’60s. However, CAP’s priorities have shifted over time as environmental and 
animal concerns, as well as safety and health aspects have gained prominence. As a consequence, the CAP 
has gradually moved from a production-based structure of subsidies to a market-oriented system, integrating 
standards for food safety, environment and biodiversity as well as animal welfare (Eurobarometer, 2010). On 
the other hand, there is a steady decline in the number of agricultural holdings and farmers in the European 
Union (EU) that has led to a distressing shortage of new farmers. Consequently, EU and CAP face with a dual 
problem: the scarcity of young farmers and the rapid ageing of the farmer population. New farmers can bring 
new skills and energy, as well as more professional management, to the farming sector. Against the context of 
an ageing agricultural labour force, the future of the farming profession must be ensured (Redigor, 2012). 
The scarce presence of young farmers is considered one of the main weak points in the competitiveness of 
European agriculture. The lack of young farmers puts under risk the survival of the sector itself, due to an 
inadequate rate of generational turnover in the sector. In addition, the competitiveness of the sector suffers 
from the lower investment and innovation propensity of elder farmers (a horizon problem). Therefore, CAP 
has established different policy measures and motives for new entrants to agriculture. Public support typically 
followed two paths. Firstly, Farmer early retirement schemes provide financial incentives to older farmers to 
retire prematurely and transfer their farming activities to younger farmers. Secondly, new entrant schemes 
provide assistance to help establish a young farmer as head of an agricultural holding. In particular, measure 
112 (§ 22 of Council Regulation 1698/2005 - Setting up of new farmers) has the objectives of facilitating new 
farmers’ initial establishment and the structural adjustment of their holdings after initial setting up. 
Beneficiaries have to be less than 40 years of age, set up for the first time as head of an agricultural holding; 
possess adequate occupational skills and competence; and submit a business plan for the development of their 
farming activity. 
Commission proposals for the CAP post-2013 (European Commission, 2011) enhance the support to help 
establish new entrants. Even more a new entrants scheme which will assist younger people who wish to set-up 
in farming seem to have a more positive impact from an early retirement scheme (Davis et al., 2013). 
Nevertheless, the installation aid paid to new farmers has been in many cases ineffectiveness. For example 
Carbone and Subioli (2008) reported for Italy that: “these examples confirm that the size of the payment 
provided by the EU measure for young farmers offers an ineffective incentive to attract young people into the 
sector, and it is also insufficient to finance an increase in the competitiveness of the existing holdings through 
the familiar turnover within the farm”. 
In general, new entrants in agriculture face three obstacles: they find it extremely difficult to acquire 
holdings that: a) are economically viable; b) provide full-time employment; and c) enable them to earn a 
sufficient income (if access to CAP payment entitlements is not assured; Redigor, 2012). Additionally, CAP 
support pushes up land prices and thus adds to the time required for new entrants who are not inheriting to put 
together the necessary capital. Consequently, it gives an incentive to older farmers to hold on to their land in 
order to receive the single farm payment. Moreover, in many countries, new entrants have no right to receive 
payment entitlements through the national reserve if they do not obtain them through inheritance (Matthews, 
2013).  
Consequently, there is only partial participation in such policy schemes. For example, in 2010 113,000 
young farmers (Eulalia, 2013) benefited from these support measures (that is approximately 12% of young 
farmers and less than 1% of total farmers). This is also the case in Greece since, according to PASEGES 
(2013), the share of young farmers (aged less than 35 years) was 7.2% of all farm holders. At the same time, 
the number of young farmers who benefited from CAP support measures in Greece was only 13.5%. A higher 
335 Achilleas Kontogeorgos et al. /  Procedia Economics and Finance  14 ( 2014 )  333 – 341 
rate of new entrants to agriculture could confront the problem of ageing and consequently the declining 
number of agricultural holdings in the EU as a whole. Even more, new entrants in agriculture could also help 
rural development in general for Greece. (Chatzitheodoridis, 2013) 
This paper investigates Greek new farmers’ perceptions and attitudes after a 5-year-period from their initial 
establishment as new farmers. In particular, this survey focus on their demographics characteristics their farm 
sizes and their farming and economical practices. Specific perceptions are also examined such as self 
consuming, awareness of Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO) in agriculture as well as their 
environmental practices. The main objective of this paper is to assess if new farmers are satisfied with their 
decision to enter in the agricultural sector. Especially, we aim to identify which characteristics determine this 
decision as successful or not.  
A better understanding of farmer perceptions and attitudes before and after a policy implementation is a 
critical issue in designing an effective agricultural policy. Such information can support policy makers either 
at local or European Level to design effective measures, desirable from farmers and more targeted towards 
specific agricultural development goals and policies. Accordingly, new farmers' attitudes and perceptions can 
identify additional measures and policies that can boost the implementation of CAP even sector's viability. 
2. Data Analysis and Results  
This survey was conducted in the period September–November 2013 in the region of Central Macedonia 
(mainly in the prefectures of Pella and Imathia). The questionnaires were distributed to new farmers 
participating in measure 112, ‘Setting up of young farmers’, of the Pillar II of the CAP during an educational 
course designed for them. Finally, in the statistical analysis of the survey 254 completed questionnaires were 
used, while more than 30 incomplete were omitted from the analysis.  
2.1.  Demographic Analysis  
The participants in this survey are married (51.2%), men (61.8%) who have graduated from high school 
(57.5%), are employed exclusively in agriculture (87.0%), have up to 10 years of previous experience in 
agriculture (67.0%) and almost half of them (44,9%) claim that there annual income is less than 10,000€. It is 
worth mentioning that 27.6% of the respondents claimed that they consume as much as possible of their own 
produce. The demographic profile of the respondents is presented in Table 1.  
Farm size helps to understand new farmers’ perceptions about the agriculture sector. In this study, the 
technical characteristics (age and power) of the tractors owned by new farmers were used as farm size 
indicators, mainly due to insufficient data of others size indicators (there were too many missing values). An 
interesting point is that one out of five new farmers posses a second tractor and what is more the same 
percentage as previously of new farmers offer mechanical work to other farms. 
It is important to investigate if young farmers are aware of Genetically Modified Organisms It is worth 
mentioning that 1 out 5 (21.7%) claimed that they are aware of GMO, but when they were requested to 
provide an example of GMO cultivation, one-third of them was unable to correctly respond. As far as young 
farmers’ willingness to adopt a GMO is concerned it must be noted that only 13.8% are willing to adopt a 
GMO. It is worth mentioning that only a 5.5% of the total sample is aware of GMOs and at the same time are 
willing to adopt such cultivation. Table 3 presents young farmers’ responses to the questions about GMO 
awareness and willingness to adopt a GMO cultivation. Farmers’ awareness of GMO as well as home 
consumption can be considered as indicators of a broader environmental attitude that affect not only new 
farmers’ perception but also determine a wider environmental behaviour. 
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics for new farmers participating in this survey 
Respondents’ features Count /Mean Percentage / Standard Dev 
Gender: Male 157 61.8% 
Married: Yes 130 51.2% 
Age 32.83 5.5 (years) 
Full time farmer 221 87.0% 
Farming Experience  10.33 years 6 (years) 
Education   
< 9 years (Basic) 69 27.2% 
9-12 Years (High School) 146 57.5% 
12- 14 years (College) 29 11.4% 
15-16 years (Higher)  10 3.9% 
Consuming own Production (self consumption) 
Not at all 26 10.2% 
A few products  158 62.2% 
As much as Possible 70 27.6% 
Previously Occupied as:    
Private employee  61 24.0% 
Public employee  2 0.80% 
Self employed 28 11.0% 
House keeping  39 15.4% 
Unemployed  41 16.1% 
High school student 41 16.1% 
Else (mainly farmers) 42 16.5% 
Annual income (from agricultural activities):  
<10,000 € 114 44.9% 
10,001 to 20,000 € 88 34.6% 
20,001 to 30,000 € 23 9.1% 
>30,001€ 27 10.6% 
Table 2. Farm Size Indicators 
Farm Size indicator Mean/count  Sd / Percentage 
Tractor Power (horse power) 69.2 24.4 
Tractor Age (in years) 20.1 12.1 
Second Tractor 50 19.6% 
Offering machinery work in other farms 54 21.3% 
Table 3. New farmers’ Awareness of Genetically Modified Organisms.  
Respondents’ response   Count  Percentage  
I Know what Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO) are. 55 Yes  199 No  
21.7%  
78.3%  
Give an example of GMO used in Agriculture  (only for those answered I am aware of GMO)  
NO answer  10  3.9%  
Wrong Example  10  3.9%  
Right Example  35  13.8%  
Would you cultivate a GMO in your farm  218 No  35 Yes  
85.8%  
13.8%  
* min = 1, max = 5  
 
A last point that should be mentioned refers to the information sources used by new farmers. The majority 
of them uses internet and friends as their primary sources of information. However, even if three out of four 
337 Achilleas Kontogeorgos et al. /  Procedia Economics and Finance  14 ( 2014 )  333 – 341 
new farmers choose internet as an information source only 12% trust this media. On the other side, 30% of 
new farmers consider the personnel of the public services as a trustful source of information. Table 4 presents 
responses to the questions about information sources and trust to them. 
Table 4. Information Sources used by new farmers. 
Information Source                           
(more than one possible answer ) Count  
Trust to Information Source              
(only one possible answer) 
Percentage 
TV  97 38.2% 2 0.8% 
Friends /Other farmers 120 47.2% 24 9.4% 
Personnel of Public Services  59 23.2% 76 29.9% 
Newspapers 65 25.6% 5 2.0% 
Specialized Magazines  21 8.3% 0 0.0% 
Cooperatives Personnel  71 28.0% 31 12.2% 
Businesses Representatives 40 15.7% 60 23.6% 
Internet 190 74.8% 31 12.2% 
Other  14 5.5% 15 5.9% 
No One  -- -- 10 3.9% 
   Total: 254 100.0% 
2.2. Analysis of New farmers’ Farm Practices 
In this part of the analysis new farmers were asked to state if they have restructured the activities of their 
farm businesses. Table 5 presents the answers of the respondents in a series of question about basic 
rearrangements in a farm. It worth mentioning that the majority of the respondents proved to be unwilling to 
modify the way they act. For example more than half seem to be reluctant to change their main cultivation. 
Even more only 24% and 37% have applied plant tissue and soil analysis respectively. These techniques could 
result in a reduced production cost in the long – term. 
Table 5. Restructuring Farming Activities. 
Restructuring Farming Activities:  It was made more than 3 years ago  
It was made less than 
3years ago  
Is programmed for 
the close future  
Is not planned at all: 
Change main cultivation  50 (19.7%) 29 (11.4%) 23 (09.1%) 139 (54.7%) 
Add a secondary cultivation 45 (17.7%) 63 (24.8%) 56 (22.0%) 67 (26.4%) 
Change the secondary cultivation 26 (10.2%) 36 (14.2%) 56 (22.0%) 101 (39.8%) 
Replace main equipment (buildings 
machinery such as tractors etc) 
31 (12.2%) 27 (10.6%) 89 (35.0%) 86 (33.9%) 
Replace secondary equipment (tools and 
other machinery) 
35 (13.8%) 25 (9.8%) 81 (31.9%) 86 (33.9%) 
Apply plant tissue analysis  30 (11.8%) 32 (12.6%) 70 (27.6%) 97 (38.2%) 
Apply soil analysis  48 (18.9%) 48 (18.9%) 69 (27.2%) 66 (26.0%) 
Apply Integrated farm management  18 (7.1%) 25 (9.8%) 71 (28.0%) 106 (41.7%) 
Apply Organing farming  11 (4.3%) 10 (3.9%) 37 (14.6%) 169 (66.5%) 
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Respondents were also requested to evaluate a series of farm practices by using a five-point Likert scale 
ranging from (1) “never” to (5) “always”. These practices are usually reported as common examples of Good 
Agricultural Practices. In the same section young farmers were requested to state if they are aware that their 
daily farm practices have an effect on the environment and even more if they feel responsible to protect the 
environment (see for more details Kontogeorgos et al., 2014). For these two question a five-point Likert scale 
was used ranging from (1) “completely disagree” to (5) “completely agree”. The analysis of the results is 
presented in table 6. Mean values for all responses are relatively high, indicating that these practices has been 
widely adopted by new farmers in this survey 
Table 6. New farmers’ environmental procedures and perceptions.  
Respondents’ environmental practices  Mean* Standard Dev 
1.I always read and employ agrochemicals’ manuals and safety data sheets directions  4.34 .947 
2. I always take special precautions for the disposal of excess agrochemicals waste (pesticides) 4.24 1.045 
3. I always take special recycling precautions for the agrochemicals containers  3.61 1.461 
4. I always take the necessary individual hygiene precautions to handle produce / during using 
agrochemicals 4.11 1.135 
5. I always use  the appropriate  agrochemicals (following experts advice)   4.78 0.640 
Respondents’ environmental Perceptions    
I understand that agriculture practices affect the environment *1 4.13*1 1.092 
I feel responsible to protect the environment  3.97*1 1.227 
* min = 1,  max = 5  
*1 Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test sig=0.015 (there are differences in the distributions of these two related variables) 
2.3. Satisfaction of Participating in New Farmers Scheme  
In the last part of the analysis respondents were asked to state if they were satisfied with their decision to 
participate in the new farmers’ scheme. One out four of the respondents claimed that they have regretted 
participating in this policy scheme. The most frequent reason for new farmer to regret for their decision is that 
this policy scheme was highly promoted, creating this way higher expectations than the real potentials.  
Table 7. Reasons to regret entering New Farmers Scheme 
 Count  Percentage 
Insufficient Public support 13 20.3 % 
Bad choice 8 12.5 % 
Insufficient Income (direct payments) 13 20.3 % 
Uncertainty in general  3 4.7 % 
Highly promoted scheme (high expectations) 17 26.6 % 
With no answer 10 15.6 % 
Subtotal (for regretting)  64 25.2 % 
NOT regretting  190 74.8 % 
Total 254 100 % 
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One other reason that made new farmers disappointed were in general the insufficient direct payments by 
the policy and even more, respondents believe that public authorities and services have insufficiently support 
the implementation of the program. 
One way AVONA analysis has been employed to identify if there are differences between these two 
groups of new farmers, that is satisfied of the policy scheme and those ones that regret entering to the scheme. 
The results of the analysis are presented in table 8. 
Table 8. ANOVA Analysis for Regretting and non-regretting entering new farmers’ scheme. 
    
Sum of 
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Farming Experience Between Groups 14.760 1 14.760 0.409 0.523 
Within Groups 9099.795 252 36.110     
Total 9114.555 253       
Sex Between Groups 0.412 1 0.412 1.743 0.188 
Within Groups 59.545 252 0.236     
Total 59.957 253       
 Age (in years) Between Groups 4.646 1 4.646 0.153 0.696 
Within Groups 7663.732 252 30.412     
Total 7668.378 253       
Exclusively occupied as 
farmer 
Between Groups 0.151 1 0.151 1.329 0.250 
Within Groups 28.562 252 0.113     
Total 28.713 253       
Annual Income Between Groups 1.593 1 1.593 0.640 0.424 
Within Groups 627.088 252 2.488     
Total 628.681 253       
Self  Consumption Between Groups 0.349 1 0.349 0.999 0.319 
Within Groups 88.029 252 0.349     
Total 88.378 253       
GMO Awareness  Between Groups 0.358 1 0.358 2.113 0.147 
Within Groups 42.732 252 0.170     
Total 43.091 253       
Willing to adopt a GMO 
Cultivation 
Between Groups 0.207 1 0.207 1.735 0.189 
Within Groups 29.951 251 0.119     
Total 30.158 252       
I understand that my 
agriculture practices affect the 
environment 
Between Groups 12.639 1 12.639 4.747 0.030 
Within Groups 671.018 252 2.663     
Total 683.657 253       
I feel responsible to protect 
the environment 
Between Groups 17.244 1 17.244 5.236 0.023 
Within Groups 829.937 252 3.293     
Total 847.181 253       
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Even if, many characteristics were examined, only two characteristics appeared to be statistically different 
between the groups. In particular, the answers in the question “I understand that my agriculture practices 
affect the environment” and “I feel responsible to protect the environment” are the only different perceptions 
between new farmers. New farmers answered that are not satisfied with the course of the new farmers scheme 
evaluate lower their impact on the environment, while at the same time they consider that they are not 
responsible to protect environment. Therefore, according to our data, new farmers that are environmentally 
conscious seem not to regret entering to new farmers’ scheme. Nevertheless, an economic and performance 
analysis of new farmers is required in order to identify more factors that affect new farmers’ satisfaction.  
Our results are based on a dataset from farms in Northern Greece and are influenced by the weights 
attached to the farm and household goals of those farms. This may somewhat limit the relevance of the results 
to farms in other regions in Greece or Europe. Also, this analysis should include a wider range of factors that 
influence farm entry decisions as well as the subsequent financial performance of new entrants to farming. 
For example many economic, social and attitudinal factors affect individuals’ perceptions about the 
attractiveness of careers in farming and therefore influence succession and farming entry practices. Farm 
structure policies such as New Entrant Schemes should not be considered in isolation but in conjunction with 
their more complex social and economic context. Nevertheless, this is the first, to our knowledge, attempt to 
identify the factors that affect new farmers’ satisfaction and consequently participating in such policy 
schemes.  
3. Conclusions  
European Union has supported for many years via the rural development strand of the Common 
Agricultural Policy New Entrant Schemes in order to provide assistance to help young farmers to establish 
their own agricultural holdings. Younger people have a longer planning horizon and tend to invest more 
heavily in business growth than comparable older age groups. Even more new farmers participating in such 
policy schemes are usually younger (33 years old for this study) well educated (72% have attended high 
school and colleges) and consequently are more willing to adopt new technologies (see for example 
Michailidis et al., 2014).Therefore such policy measures could attract to agriculture new entrants that will 
help to restructure agricultural sector. Even more, satisfaction of new entrants could demonstrate their 
commitment to a future in farming. In this way, satisfied new entrants in agricultural could accept to 
undertake some risk in the form of loan capital repayment. This risk by new farmers could also improve 
investment decision-making, improving economic efficiency and performance of the agricultural sector. 
To sum up, this paper examined new farmers’ perceptions about new famers’ European policy and finally 
to identify which factors such as demographic characteristics and environmental practices determine 
satisfaction for their involvement with this policy measure. The analysis results showed that the only variables 
that determine satisfaction are the responsibility to protect the environment and the farmers’ awareness that 
their daily farm practices affect the environment. The other variables used, “demographic” and other “farm 
practices” proved to be statistically insufficient to discriminate satisfied and not young farmers. 
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